famously pooling the coal and steel industries of the member states. This chapter consequently focuses on how France reorganised its own heavy industry during and following the Second World War and how this impacted the creation of the ECSC. By focusing on the debates over industrial organisation within the CFLN while they were based in North Africa, this chapter argues that the CFLN's experience in Algeria decisively shaped not only France's post-war industrial organisation but also the first European institutions.
Vichy's New Industrial Order
Following the Fall of France in June 1940, the newly established Vichy regime radically reorganised the nation's industry. The most significant legislation in this respect was the law of 16 August 1940, which created a new set of institutions called Organisation Committees. One Committee was established for each branch of industry and was given sweeping powers to coordinate production, compile a census for the industry, and allocate raw materials to factories across France. While the Committees were dominated by industrialists -each Committee typically consisted of three to five employers plus a representative from the Ministry for Industrial Production -they fit into a thoroughly statist and dirigiste framework. With France cut off from its pre-war markets and its usual supply of raw materials, these new institutions played a crucial role in coordinating the use of scarce resources to maximise industrial output. They also had an important political function: they were explicitly modelled upon Nazi Germany's analogous Wirtschaftsgruppen and were created with a view to realise economic collaboration with the Reich. In this goal the Committees were successful, and by 1943 85 per cent of production in the steel and automotive industries went directly to the German war economy (Imlay and Horn 2014, Brunet 2017 ).
This 'New Industrial Order' created by Vichy in 1940 was completed with the establishment of the Central Bureau for the Distribution of Industrial Products (Office central de répartition des produits industriels, OCRPI) in September. This Central Bureau, with Sections created for each industry corresponding to analogous Organisation Committees, was responsible for the allocation of raw materials to each industry; the Organisation Committee was then responsible for sub-allocating these materials to individual firms. Although this system of industrial organisation was set up hurriedly in the summer of 1940, it proved to be effective at keeping French factories running and facilitated the large-scale production of goods for the Reich throughout the war.
The new institutions created by Vichy to manage the French economy were successful in exerting control over industry not only in the non-occupied southern zone, but also in the occupied zone which included some of the country's most heavily industrialised areas. The Nord and Pas-de-Calais, with metropolitan France's most important coal mines, were detached from the rest of France and were instead administered by the German Military Authorities in Brussels. Alsace and part of Lorraine, meanwhile, were annexed directly by Germany, and their industries were overseen by the Reich's Wirtschaftsgruppen upon which the French Organisation Committees were based (Brunet 2017) . In addition to these regions, three additional départements remained beyond the jurisdiction of Vichy's Organisation Committees:
Alger, Oran, and Constantine. Overall, Algeria remains strikingly absent from the literature on the French economy during this period. The only book-length study of the Organisation Committees (Joly 2004 ) fails to mention Algeria at all, while other major studies of the French economy during the Second World War similarly ignore North Africa (Kuisel 1981 , Margairaz 1991 , Beltran et al. 1994 , Rochebrune and Hazera 1995 , Dard et al. 2000 . Works that focus on Algeria under Vichy, meanwhile, tend to treat questions of economic organisation as secondary, if they're considered at all (Lévisse-Touzé 1998, Thomas 1998 , Cantier 2002 , Cantier and Jennings 2004 .
While the first Organisation Committees in France were operational as early as September 1940, the possibility of creating such institutions in Algeria was not discussed in Vichy until the following year, once François Lehideux had replaced former trade unionist René Belin as Minister for Industrial Production, under whose ministry the Organisation Committees functioned. The situation in France had stabilised by the spring of 1941 and Vichy turned its attention to plans for the industrial development of Algeria.
In July 1941, the French government approved a plan for the industrialisation of Algeria put forward by then Governor General of Algeria Maxime Weygand (Lefeuvre 1994) .
Under his successor, Yves-Charles Châtel, the first 15 Organisation Committees in Algeria were set up in December 1941. As in France, the first Committees created in Algeria focused on heavy industry, overseeing such sectors as metallurgy, extractive industries, and agricultural machinery. In practice, they operated much in the same way as their French counterparts insofar as they were dominated by industrialists and excluded representation of organised labour. Their functions also replicated those of the French Committees, as the new Algerian institutions collected statistics on production, sub-allocated materials to individual firms, and coordinated production across each industry. One notable difference between the systems in Algeria and the metropole was where the Committees existed within the administration. While in France all Organisation Committees -which numbered well over 300 by 1944 -were under the Ministry for Industrial Production, the Algerian Committees were dispersed under the management of whichever service was most relevant, such as the Directorate for Public Works or for Mining (Cantier 2002: 170-172 Gaulle (Duroselle 1982 , Crémieux-Brilhac 1996 . During these early months following the Allied landings in Algeria, the Allies , AME 34 6, FJME). Importantly, the decree allowed for a transitional period of three months before the institutions created by Vichy would be abolished; Giraud believed that this time would be sufficient 'to set up a liberal system that takes account of the pressing necessities of the moment'. Giraud justified the decision by attacking the 1940 law that had established the Committees, arguing that the law had introduced 'into French legislation a theory that is foreign to it: that of the Führer in charge, placed at the head of each organisation. We therefore had to abolish these laws' ('La révision des lois de Vichy. Le général Giraud abroge les dispositions concernant l'organisation professionnelle', in La Dépêche Algérienne, 19 May 1943, AME 34 6, FJME). This sat comfortably alongside de Gaulle's rhetoric attacking Vichy's decrees. During this transitional period from May to August 1943, the anti-Vichy stance regarding economic legislation reached its peak. In June 1943, André Diethelm, then Commissioner for Industrial Production, called for the unqualified dissolution of all Organisation Committees in France along with the Central Bureau, and a draft law he proposed to this effect was accepted by the CFLN on 6 July 1943 (Turpin 2004: 128-129) . At the time, the CFLN's policy was to abolish all vestiges of Vichy's New Industrial Order in metropolitan France, just as they were doing in liberated North Africa.
In practice, however, the dismantling of Vichy's institutions in North Africa did not go as smoothly as Giraud and de Gaulle might have hoped. The 'liberal system that takes account of the pressing necessities of the moment' did not spring forth as soon as the Committees' abolition was declared. Many industrialists preferred the Committees to the previous system, since it gave them greater control over production across their industry and neutered any opposition posed by trade unions, and were consequently not especially eager to dismantle the offices. By August, days away from the expiry of the three-month transitional period inaugurated by the May decree, the CFLN ordered the re- On the one hand, the shortage of raw materials will not disappear in a matter of weeks. It will therefore be necessary to let a large part of the mechanisms for rationing food and allocating industrial products subsist. On the other hand, it would be dangerous to want to simultaneously pursue organisational reforms and substitutions of personnel. It seems that the latter is more urgent than the former…
The note concludes that 'we are therefore forced to allocate [raw materials to industry] using the bodies created three years ago: we must inevitably begin with the existing Organisation Committees' ('Note sur la simplification de l'organisation administrative de l'économie', 3 September 1943, AME 33 2 8, FJME). Despite principled objection to the Vichy regime and its entire corpus of legislation, it would seem that pragmatism More importantly, rather than beginning from scratch when establishing priorities, operating procedures, and action plans, these new individuals responsible for running the economy will have at their disposal precious documentation. Thanks to the statistical archives of the Sections [of the Central Bureau] and the Committees, they will know immediately, for all branches of industry and commerce, all aspects of pre-war economic activity and also how things have changed under the challenges of the Occupation. With full knowledge of the facts, they will be able to deal with immediate challenges and to seamlessly manage the implementation of their own economic management model in accordance with the doctrinal pillars they will have developed for the posttransitional period. (Pucheu 1948: 344) Pucheu thus presented Vichy's industrial organisation as both indispensably useful and devoid of any ideological underpinnings. The allegedly apolitical experts who had overseen the French economy for the previous three years could similarly be counted on to do so for the incoming regime, who would find the Organisation Committees as essential as the Vichy government had. Such an argument demonstrates the emerging ideas of technocracy and the depoliticisation of the economy that had been developing in Vichy and would reach their apogee in the 1950s and 1960s in France and North Africa alike (Dulong 1997 , Dard 2000 . Furthermore, Pucheu would have made these arguments at the very time when the CFLN was witnessing the difficulties of trying to abolish the Organisation Committees root and branch in North Africa. In this context, Pucheu's assurances of the pragmatic utility of Vichy's institutions -not to mention their supposed ideological neutrality -were given to members of the CFLN precisely as they groped towards an industrial policy for liberated France.
By September, Monnet himself had been fully converted to the cause of maintaining Vichy's system. He asserted that 'according to all reports from France', including Pucheu's, 'a significant part of the [Vichy] administration has been courageous, competent, and, overall, managed extremely complex and difficult problems very well'.
He added:
I think that we should therefore plan on using the existing administrative apparatus in its entirety. In this case, insofar as it is necessary, we should study how to adapt the organisation of the Committees so that, following the liberation, any new managers can be neatly slotted into the existing administration. We should also consider which individuals currently in key positions should be maintained and which should be replaced and, if possible, by whom.
Monnet went on to justify maintaining Vichy's institutions using a line of argument similarly employed by Pucheu: that Vichy's system of industrial organisation was bereft of ideology. France had found itself faced with a shortage of raw materials, a situation that Monnet insisted had been shared by 'all the countries in the war'. He insisted that in all the countries involved in the Second World War, 'the solution had inevitably been the same: complete control by the State of the economy, of production, and of allocation [and] control of exports and imports'. Given how widespread this economic approach was, Monnet concluded that 'it is not a question of opting for one economic system or another. We must make France flourish with resources inevitably inferior to her needs.
No other solution is possible' aside from maintaining Vichy's institutions ('Note sur la première étape de la reconstruction en France', 22 September 1943, AME 33 1, FJME). 
Planning Europe
The clumsy attempt to abolish the Organisation Committees in North Africa prompted a reconsideration of the policy of simply repealing all Vichy legislation. For Monnet, using Vichy's institutions to restore France's economy was not only an economic priority, but indeed a political one. He argued that 'a national recovery, realised as quickly as possible, is the goal, so that France can play its role in the world, and first and foremost in Europe'. He warned that 'in developing its foreign policy, the CFLN cannot disregard the immediate problems of raw materials of unprecedented scope which will arise with the liberation of metropolitan France'. Ensuring that French industry could run as smoothly as possible following the liberation was a necessary precondition for the restoration of France as an economic power -which was in turn a precondition for its ability to play a decisive role in international affairs, particularly in Europe (Note de reflexion de Jean Monnet, 8 October 1943 . AME 33 1, FJME). For Monnet, it was vital that 'European collaboration must not be limited to the establishment of a customs union'. He reasoned that the removal of customs barriers demands the cooperation of member states in a number of domains: finances, price, industrial production, agriculture… The main objective of this overall project would be the rational allocation of productive activities among the participating states, taking into account natural resources, geographic and demographic conditions… This European collaboration would demand the creation of international institutions responsible for implementing this concerted plan.
(Note de réflexion de Jean Monnet, 'Quelques éléments pour l'élaboration d'une thèse française de la reconstruction européenne', 3 August 1943, AME 33 2, FJME) By August 1943, Monnet was thus describing European-wide institutions that would rationally coordinate industrial production, as well as other economic activity, precisely as Vichy's Organisation Committees had.
It must be remembered that these discussions of the post-war organisation in Europe were highly subjective. As the participants themselves realised at the time, the implementation of such plans depended on a set of favourable economic and political circumstances in an unknowable future. Similar and usually woolly plans for some sort of European entity in an eventual post-war period were discussed in many quarters during the war, but few if any can be considered a veritable foundation for the post-war integration that occurred in Western Europe from the 1950s (Lipgens 1985 , Bruneteau 2006 , Heyde 2010 . But what is important to note in these discussions within the CFLN in Algiers is the strategic thinking behind any kind of European cooperation. They agreed that any post-war initiative for closer integration among European states would need to come from France, and for this France would need to restore its credibility and influence as a world power. This political power, however, was dependent on France's revival as an economic power, which could best be achieved by keeping Vichy's vast administrative system in place rather than trying to dismantle it immediately on ideological grounds. The disappointing attempt to do so in Algeria in the summer of 1943 prompted the CFLN to embrace the policy it would maintain until well after the liberation: to keep Vichy's industrial organisation in place as the most efficient way of reviving French economic and hence political power. 
Conclusion
Over the summer of 1943, the CFLN reversed its policy on the fate of Vichy's economic institutions responsible for the coordination of economic production. While maintaining the rhetoric that all Vichy legislation was 'null and void', it was clear that this would not apply equally to all of Vichy's laws. The turning point for the CFLN was the attempt to abolish the Organisation Committees in Algeria. In this case, declaring their abolition and the spontaneous restoration of a functional liberal system within three months proved to be utterly unrealistic. Ironically, at precisely the time when the CFLN became increasingly republican and publicly pledged to repeal the entirety of Vichy's legislation, it became ever-more supportive of maintaining the entirety of Vichy's industrial administration in place.
This paradoxical position can be explained by the CFLN's preoccupation with France's international position following the war. As discussions of France's post-war role in Europe highlighted, it was imperative that French industrial output recover as quickly as possible following the liberation, a goal that was better served by statist, dirigiste institutions to coordinate production and allocate raw materials than by a return to the liberal model that had existed under the Third Republic. By the spring of 1944, members of the CFLN understood that 'France's economy will remain managed (dirigée) for quite some time', as even doctrinaire liberals within the Resistance 'conceded regretfully that such economic management would be necessary' ('Rôle de la Commission économique ', 7 April 1944, CFLN 686, MAE) . Given its economic and political priorities, the membership of the CFLN in Algiers was convinced that even though the Organisation Committees were 'anti-democratic [and] 
